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This study proposed (1) to clarify the image college teachers and teacher 
interns had of themselves and of each other ana (2) to determine the importance ■ 

each group gave to 20 characteristics associated with the role of college teaching. 
Each rated himself and male and female interns and staff members on the following 
20 descriptions: friendly, jscholarly. easy to know, ambitious, competent, interested in 
research, enthusiastic in class, open-minded, resourceful, authoritarian, sociable, liked 
by students, well Informed, permissive, interested in teaching, progressive, respected, 
lenient in grading, sensitive to student needs, and interested In curriculum 
development. Methods of collecting, correlating, and evaluating the data are 
described. In comparing each group’s self-rating with its rating by each of the other 
three groups, two consistent differences emerged: (1) each group (by its collective 
self “image) saw itself more interested in teaching than others did and (2) each group 
felt that each other group was better liked by students than it was itself. Tables 
show the Importance of the characteristics as ranked by the regular staff, by 
first-year Interns, and by all four groups. Competence, interest in teaching, knowledge ; 
of subject matter, and sensitivity to student needs generally ranked highest: 
sociability came last. Noteworthy irregularities in rating and the characteristics most • 
often perceived differently are pointed out. (HH) ^ 




















« 



5 



kj 









s 

vs 






Volume IV, Number 4 



1967-1968 



CGMPARISONS OP THE IMAGES OP TEACHER INTERNS 
AND SUPERVISING STAFF IN THE GENERAL COLLEGE 

by 

Harold Sartain 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIF. 
LOS ANGELES 



JUL 1 0 1968 



CLEARINGHOUSE FOR 
JUNIOR COLLEGE 
INFORMATION 

Development of a college teaching internship prograim has been a 



loajor innovative effort in the General College for two years . Co- 
ordinated by a faculty committee, the program now involves between sixty 
and eighty interns and many senior staff members representing every 
division of the college as well as its student personnel office. This 
issue of the General College Studies presents the first report of what 
the co-ordinating committee intends to be sustained research into the 
effectiveness of the internship program in all of its aspects. 



Harold Sartain was encouraged to undertake the project reported 



here when he was a member of a seminar in inter -cultural communication 



directed by Professor William S. Howell of the University of Minnesota 
Department of Speech, Communication, and Theatre Arts. Using the 
semantic differential technique, he outlines the ** images" that teacher 



interns and regular faculty have of each other and of themselves. The 



result is a study unique in design and execution, and valuable alike as 



an interesting atteoqpt to objectify subjective data as well as a pragmatic 
contribution to a larger evaluation scheme. 
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CoD^arisons of the Images of Teacher Interns 
and Supervi.sing S^aff in the General College 

Background and Purpose 

Communication between people from different cultures is influenced by the 
communicators* stereotypes of the cultures. The stereotypes create sets of e:^ 
pectations about the attitudes and behaviors of members of the groups that structure 
the content and filter the meanings of messages transmitted between them. Inefficient 
communication between people from different cultures can result from inaccurate 
stereotyping of one group by another. 

A similar sequence of interactions can be observed to operate in communication 
between people from different sub-cultures, and even in s mall er groups within a sub- 
culture. It may operate, for example, between two sub-groups in the faculty of the 
Gweral College, that is, between teacher interns and the regular instructional staff 
who supervise teacher interns. It seems likely that members of the two groups adjust 
communications with each other with the thou^t in mind that they are s en di n g 
messages to and receiving messaiges from members of groups that have separate 
identities based not only on tenure and teaching assignments but on such character- 
istics associated with college teachers as scholarship, open-mindedness, and 
interest in research. The characteristics related to the role of college teaching 
that members of each group perceive in themselves and their colleagues, giving 
the groups an identity or ’’image”, and each group’s perception of the characteristics 
of the other affect the content, delivery, and interpretation of communications be- 
tween them, especially those communications composed for a group audience and 
intended to be interpreted. by that Audience as representing the thoughts ot & ' . 
group sender. If, therefore, communication between the two groups of faculty is 
to be most effective, it should be structured in accordance with increasingly 
refined stereotypes of the groups. To facilitate communication, faculty super- 
visors need to know not only how they ’’see” interns, but also the image that 
interns have of themselves. Similarly, the interns need to know how regular faculty 
’’picture” themselves as well as how the interns view thecw Accordingly, the descrip-< 



tiVB study repoorted below ytsB tuidertaken for the two^fold pui^poae of helping to make 
apre explicit *^0 Inaj^ that each of the two groups has of itself and the other and to 
ioeate differences in the percoptlon of each group by the other* A secdndai^ pu^ 



pose of the study was to determine the relative importance | to participants in the 
study I of twenty characteristics associated with the role of a college teacher* 



Methodology 

Col^ectioh of data 

A semaptio differential was constructed as the basis for assessing the degree 
to which partloiphntS in the study perceived the possession of selected traits by 
themselves and by others* ^e participants rated themselves and groups of other 
teachers on a set of twenty six->step Interval scales, each representing degrees 
of possession of oharacterlstlcs thpu(d>t to be associated with college teachers* 

The twenty items, in tho order of their appearance on the test, were friendly i 
scholarijr * easy ^ know, an^tioju, competent * interested in research * enthusiastic 
In class * open»mlnded * resourceful * anthorltarian * sociable * liked b^ students * 
well infomed * permissive * interested In teaching* progressive * respected * easy 
grader * sensitive to the needs of students * and interested In curriculum development* 
Ihch participant rated Mnaalf and menibers of each of the following four groups 
of teachers in the taeral^ male members of the regular instructional 

staff, female members of the regular instructional staff, male teacher interns, 
and female teacher interns* In addition to cheeking the scales, the pai^leipants 
^indicated for eaidi trait rated ibethw or not they thouc^t it was an important 
one for them to judge themselves and others by* 

Seventeen menbers of the regi^mr instructional staff and thi^y-ei^t teacher 
interns participated in the study* Selected from the regular staff were twelve 
male Mid five female instruc^i^ And professors idio had supervised teacher intanis 
during the year ireceding the <tate of the beginning of the study* All of the 
^st-year intern but one were included in the study* Selected as a sample of 
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8econd«year interns were seven male and four female interns representing all divisions 
of the college but one* !Ihe only division of the college not represented in the 
study was the Division of Family Studies, which has a very small number of teacher 
interns* 

Ihere was some variation in the manner of administering the perception test* 

Most interns received oral directions and checked their responses in the presence 
of the tester* Most members of the regular staff, who were given written directions, 
received and returned the test booklets throu^ the office mall* Besponses of all 
participants were anonymous; however, the booklets were marked to id^tify the 
participant's sex and division membership in addition to his status as a regular 
steiff member or an intern* The tests were given between February 23 and March 1 of 
1968 * 

Appoidlx A contains the gttieral directions given to particij>ant8 and two 
san^le pages fk^m the test* 

Treatment of data 

The responses of el^t participants were excluded from the data analyzed* Ihe 
booklets of four teacher interns were discarded because of incomplete or inapprop- 
riate checking of the scales* The responses of the four female, second-year in- 
terns were not used because of the small size of the sample and because a preliminary 
analysis of the responses of the male, second-year interns suggested, for reasons 
offered later in the report, that it would be unprofitable to analyze those of the 
female interns for the purpose intended* The results reported below are based on 
the responses of seventeen members of the regular instructionail staff, twi^ve male 
and five feidaleV twenty-three first-year teacher interns, twelve male and eleven 
femeile; and seven male, second-year interns* Most of the results are based on the 
data from the regular staff and the first-year interns* 

Since the chief objective of the study was to id^tify and compare the 

perceptions of several groups of teachers, the data were gathered into the following 

classifications: male members of the regular instructional staff; female menibers of 
o 
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the reguiJtr instructional staff; niale* first-year teacher interns; female, first- 
year teacher interns; and male, second-year teacher intems«» However, the process 
of arriving at those final 9:*ouping8 included comparing the responses of individuals 
within each of three divisions of the coUef^e and the responses of groups in differ- 
ent* dUrisicos for the purpose of determining \fdiether or not the responses of any 
one group were adequately homogeneous to be treated together* First, the responses 
of the regular male staff within each of three divisions were compared. Bie coie- 
parisons revealed that staff within a sin^e divisicm were close in their checking 
of most tradts. Iilhe responses of the male staff then coUected into two groujis 
each containing the data from three divisions, and compared, again revealing a 
hlgj|i degree of sijBilarity of ratings. It was observed that the pattern of similari- 
ties and differences in the scale ratings of staff members within a single division 
was very to the pattern idiich developed in the coBgwdson of the ratings 

of the two halves of the male staff group. Observation of the frequency distrlbu*: 
tions of the ratings of all the male staff on each of the rating scales revealed 
a tendency toward group homogeneity and central tendency in the ratings of most 
items in the test. The scale items for idiich the ratings of the male staff were 
so widely distributed across the scales that no central tendencies were evident 
were usually the same iteoe which accounted for wide differences in the ratings of 
staff within and between divisions. The same procedures for determining %diether 
the ratings qf groups of participants in the study could be treated together rather 
than separated according to divisional affUiationo were repeated with the scale 
rating of the first-year, male interns. Ohat analysis supported a gai n the con- 
clusion that the data within the groups named in this study could be treated to- 
gether rather having to be separated into smaller categories. IHirthermore, 
the criteria for establishing group homogeneity described below served to prevent 
the coniparing of gc^p responses to the items for vhich the differences in the 
ratings within and between divisions, were the greatest. 

Since the data in this study were not submitted to sopt^ticated statistical 
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analyses and tests, an arbitrary, though consistent and conservative, procedure 
was followed for judging the hooogeneity and central tendency of group respoiises* 

The procedure required that, for the responses of individuals in a group to be 
treated together as one group rating, at least sixty percent of the responses had 

to fall within two adjacent intervals on a scale of the semantic differential, md 

\ 

at least eighty percent of the responses had to fall within three adjacent intei'vals* 
In cases, for example, in idiich there were twelve responses on a scale, eifi^t of 
them had to fall within two adjacent intervals, and ten within three adjacent in- 
tervals* The minimum standards varied somewhat with the size of the groups, and 
the criteria for judging the homogeneity and central tendency of responses for garou^os 
of all the sizes occurring in this study are shown in Table !• No comparisons 
between the ratings of any two groups were made \inless the ratings of both groups 
met the standards given in Table !• 

Thble 1 

Criteria for Judging the Homogeneity and Central 
Tendency of Ghoup Hatings on the Scales of the Semantic Differential 



No of 
H>s 


No* in 2 
adjacent 
intervals 


%±aZ 

adjacent 

Intervaija 


No* in 3 
adjacent 
intervals 


in 3 

adjacent- 

intervals 


if 


3 


75 


4 


100 


5 


3 


60 


4 


80 


7 


5 


71 


6 


86 


9 


6 


67 


8 


89 


10 


6 


60 


8 


8o 


11 


7 


64 


9 


82 


12 


8 


67 


10 


83 



To facilitate the analysis and manipulation of groups responses, numbers were 
assigned to the steps of the scales as follows: 



2 1 O' 0 -1 -2 

:aanaan 



O 



Tbcrif the responses on each scale of the text meeting the criteria for group homo- 
geneity were averaged for each of the test groups* 
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Results 

Responses on the scales of the semantic differential provided the following 
information with respect to the characteristics related to college teaching and 
college teachers that the four main groups of teachers participating in this study 
perceived in themselves and in each other* The first sentence in each report below 
of a group *s perception of itself or another group lists the characteristics which 
were perceived to be possessed in a great degree; that iS| the ratings of those 
characteristics grouped near the left end of the ratings scales* ThuS| one group 
viewed itself or another as being very friendly, interested in teaching! and so 
forth* The second sentence reports the perceptions of characteristics thou^t to 
be possessed in a lesser, though postive,^ degree; that is, ratings grouped betveMi 
the left end and the cttiiter of the sc8Q.es* Thus, one group viewed another as being 
friendly, interested in teaching, and so forth* !lhe third statement on one group's 
perception of the characteristics of Itself or another lists the items for which 
ratings grouped in the middle intervals of the scales* Thus, one group saw another 
as being between friendly and not friendly* 

The group of twelve male members of the regular instructional staff collective 
ly viewed themselves as being very friendly, enthusiastic in class, open-minded, 
resourceful, ambitious, well informed, interested in teaching, progressive, and 
interested ^ curriculum development* They edso perceived themselves to be easy 
to know, conipetent, sociable , liked by students, respected, and sensitive to the 
needs of students* The female members of the regular instructional staff saw the 
male staff as being very friendly, ambitious, conipetent, resourceful, respected, and 
interested in curriculum development* They also thouj^t the male staff to be 
scholarly, easy to know, interested in research, open-minded, sociable, liked by 
students, and progressive* They viewed the male staff as being between permissive 
and not permissive, easy graders and not easy graders, and sensitive to the needs 
of students and not sensitive to the needs of students* The first-year, male 
teacher interns saw the regular male staff as being very ftriendly* The interns 
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nian thoug^t them to be easy to know, anibitious, competent, enthusiastic in class, 
open-minded, resourceful, sociable, liked by students, well informed, interested in 
teaching, progressive, respected, and sensitive to the needs of students, !Hiey 
perceived the male staff as being between authoritarian and not authoritarian, 
permissive and not pemdesive, and easy graders and not easy graders, Hie group 
of female, first-year interns looked upon the male st^ff as being very friendly, 
liked by students, interested in teaching, respected, and sensitive to the needs of 
students. The female interns also saw the male staff as being easy to know, 
ambitious, competent, enthusiastic in class, open-minded, resourceful, sociable, 
well informed, progressive, and interested in curriculum development. They per- 
ceived the male staff to be between scholarly and not scholarly, interested in 
research and not interested in research, permissive and not permissive, and easy 
graders and not easy graders, 

Ihe five female members of the regular instructional staff saw themselves as 
very friendly, interested in teaching, and interested in curriculum development. 
They also viewed themselves as being scholarly, ambitious, open-minded, resource 
ful, well informed, progressive, and sensitive to the needs of students, Biejr 
perceived themselves to be between sociable and not sociahle, liked by students 
and not liked by students, respected and not respected, and easy graders and not 
easy graders. They tended to think of themselves as not interested in research 
and not permiosive, Male members of the regular instructional staff thou^t the 
female staff to be very interested in teaching. They also viewed the female staff 
as being friendly, easy to know, competent, enthusiastic in class, sociable, liked 
by students, well informed, respected, and interested in curriculum development, 

Ihe male staff saw the female staff as being between soholarly and not scholarly, 
and ambitious add not ambitious. They tended to see the female staff as not 
Interested in research. The first-year^ male teacher interns looked upon the 

female simfT as being very interested in teaching. They also saw the female staff 
as being friendly, easy to know, ambitious, competent, resourceful, sociable, liked 



by students « well informed, and sensitive to the needs of students* They viewed the 
female staff as being between scholarly and not scholarly, open-minded and not 
open-sdnded, and easy graders and not easy graders* The first-year, female teacher 
interns thou^t the regular female staff to be very interested in teaching and 
sensitive the needs cf students* !Ihe interns also viewed the staff as being 
anib5.tious, competent, enthusiastic in class, resourceful, sociable, liked by students 
and well informed* They saw the female staff as being between permissive and not 
permissive, and progressive and not progressive# 

The twelve first-year, male interns thou^t themselves to be very friendly, 
enthusiastic in class, open-minded, sociable, and interested in teaching* They 
also perceived themselves to be scholarly, competent, rasourceful, liked by students, 
well informed, progressive, respected, and sensitive to the needs of students* The 
regular male staff viewed the male interns as being very friendly, anibitious, and 
ooopetent* They perceived the interns to be scholarly, easy to know, enthusiastic 
in class, open-minded, sociable, liked by students, well informed. Interested in 
teaching, progressive, and respected* The male staff saw the male interns as 
being between authoritarian and not authoritarian, and easy graders and not easy 
graders* The regular female staff viewed the male interns as being very ambitious 
and resourceful* They also thought the interns to be friendly, scholarly, easy to 
know, authoritarian, liked by students, well informed, interested in teaching, and 
progressive* The female staff looked upon the interns as being between open-minded 
and not open-minded, interested in research and not interested in research, sociable 
and not sociable, permissive and not permissive, and respected and not respected* 

The first-year, f<:^fflale interns saw the male interns as being very friendly, well 
informed, and interested in teaching* They also perceived the male interns to be 
scholarly, easy to know, ambitious, competent, interested in research, enthusx?istic 
in class, resourceful, sociable, liked by students, progp:‘edsive, respected, sensi- 
tive to the needs of students, md interested in curriculum development* The female 
interns thought the male interns were between permissive and not permissive, and 
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-.easy and not easy graders* 

Ihe ^even first^eaTf reoale teacher interns- i^houg^t themselves to be very 

opan-*ninded« Interested in teacldjcgf and .progressive* They also perceived themselves 

\ 

to be f^endly* scholarly « competent* enthusiastic in class* resourceful* liked by 
students, well informed* respected* seri^sitive to the needs of students* and 

• f 

interested in curriculum development. They viewed themselves as being between 
ambitious and not ambitious* and easy graders and not easy graders* Bie regular 
male staff viewed the female interns as being very friendly and competent* Biey 
also sae the interns as beingv scholarly* easy to know* antlmoiastic in class* 
opeii-nlnded* resourceful* sociable*, liked by students* well informed* interested in 
teadiihg* end rejspected* The male staff perceived the female interns to be between 
]^gressive and not progressive* ar4 Interested in research and net interested in 
research* Ihe regular female staff saw the female interns as being very friendly* 
entlnisiastio in class* resourceful* and interested in teaching* They also thou^t 
\jbhe female interns to be scholarly* ambitious* competent* open-minded* liked by 
students* well informed* progressive* respected* and sensitive to the needs of 
fitudmte* -Die female staff perceived the female interns to be between permtoive 
and not permissive* The male interns viewed the female interns as being very 
fzlsA^.* easy to know* interested in teachinij* and sensitive to the needs of 
students* ^ay also looked upon the female interns as being scholarly* ambitious* 
coBg)etjBnt* enthusiastic in class* open-minded* resourceful* sociable* liked by 
students* well informed* progressive* and respacted* They perceived the female 
interns as being between easy graders and hot easy graders* 

The foregoing information identifi.es components in the professional image of 
each of the four groups as they are perceived by meobers within each group and by 
memblnrs of each of ttie other groups* More important to the purpose of this study* 
however* is an analysis of the extent of the differences in the perceptions apparent 
from the information above* Further analysis also reveals differences in the decree 
4^ which groiipa perceive the possession of some traits that are not apparent in 
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the general infomatlon above* Appendix B contedns conpariaona of group ratlnga on 

• ft 

the aenantio differentiala tdiloh ahow the msigiiltudee of the dlfferencea between^tbe 
perceptlona of the groupa* 

Hated on each page of conpariaona | following the namea of the conpariaon groupa t 
are the acale itena for which the ratings of the groupa were conpared* The two 
oolunna of nunbera to the left of each liat indicate the approxinate poaltion on the 
interval acale of the majority of the reaponaea in each group on each of the itena 
compared* The following prooed\u?e waa uaed to aaalgn the nunbera* Begi nn i n g on the 
left-hand aide of a acale, if moat of the reaponaea for a group fell in the firat 
two intervals, the number one was assigned to represent the group response; if most 
of the responses fell in the second and third intervals, two was assigned; if moat 
fell in the third and fourth intervals, four ; fifth and sixth, five* Ihe numbers 
were assigned simply to provide the reader with a means of visualizing the approxi- 
mate location of a group's scale ratings* 

The interval index is the difference in the mean ratings of each of the two 
groups on a single item* If one were to view side by side the frequency distri- 
butions of the scale responses by two homogeneous groups on the same item, one 
would immediately see a difference in the group ratings, if their interval index .were 
•20* The interval indices increase in size as the distances between the central 
tendencies of group ratings increase; the larger the intea^al index, the greater 
the difference between the perceptions of the groups* 

The percentages in the column to the right of the interval indices represent 
the number of participants in each group \dio thought the item was important* 

By way of illustration, the first comparison on each side of page 28 should 
be read as follows: Hegular male staff view themselves as more open-minded (*88) 
than regular female staff view then* Female staff see male staff as being more 
respected (*82) than male staff get themselves as being* 
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H 

Some o^latent diff^eh^^ dieVeloped in the ratini^ of each ^up by Itself 
lud by the othw ttoee groups* ’(bnparing the colleotlve self-image of the regular 
male s:taf f wltii rating of them by the other three groups | it was evident that the 

as being more open-minded| interested in teaching! 
mthuSiestio in class • resourceful • and well informed than any of the other three 

V^V ; 7 .1 ....... 1 ... —V, 

j^tqps; per t^em to be* On the other hand| the other three groups thoii^t 

i^e 1 ^ to be Bibre respected I social^ei and liked by the students than the 

midd st^ ^emseltes to be* The regular female staff viewed themselves 

as beihgimbre fmAd^ous and interested in teaching tlm the other gmps thought 
thim to ^* &wever| the :^ee other ^ups saw the female staff as being more 
spolable aoiid l^ed by s^dents thin they saw themselves* While the flrst-yeari 
nmle iateiw looked dpipin themselves as beixig more inteMtild in teaching! sociable! 
:f^fodl 7 !; s|id^^^]^ than the three ttheiF groups saw ^en is being! the other 

grO^ thought the mliLe intern to be more scholarly than they thought themselves 
be* The firSt^yew fensCLe interns saw themselves as more scholarly! opsn^ 
mindMVI^ and pira^essi^e tbin the othw ff^Ups Slw them* 

however! ^e othi^ perceived the female intesns to be more oonqpetent ! resouroeful! 
^endlj! and liked; by students thin the female interns peiraeived theiUBelyes to be* 

- . the ratings of each gt^p of itself with the ratings of it by 

. iaidi of ^9 o^er '^ee gi^ps J two consistent ^f f erenoes developed* Bach of the 
groups in their collective s^f'4imige! perceived themselves (with a single excejiN 
tioni paired by a lack of homogeneity; therefore! the absence of a comparison) 
to be more interested in teaching than they were perceived by other groups to be* 

Cbi .^e other hjfndi each gi^p pwcelved e&oh oi^w group ! with one exception (One 
oonpa^ but of twelve) y to be more liked by students than each group perceived 

^emsilves to be* 

7 ' ■ ■ ■ 

The: freoueholes with which scale items were checked "important*' or ''unioportant^ 
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by groups in this study provided a means for comparing the relative io^rtance of 
the characteristics for judging college teachers in the study* They also providedi 
bases of comparisons between groups in this study* Table 2 shows the scale itens 
in the order of their importance as determined by the frequency with which each 
was checked "in^ortant" by male and female members of the regular instructional 

staff* Table 3 lists the items in their order of importance as determined by the 

> 

frequency with which each was checked "io^ortant" by male and female t first-year 
teacher interns* Table 4 Lists the d.tems in their average order of importance for 
all four groups and provides , for comparison, the rank order numbers of the items 
in ratings of each of the four groups* 
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Table 2 



Bank Ordeif Distributions of Importwce 
Bating by Begular Ix^tnictlonai Staff 



Femala, 










l^es 


Gh^actei^tic 


IVeq. 

(Poss* 

23) 


Bank 


Bank 


Freq« 

(Poss* 

59) 


Charaoteristio 


well, informed 


23 


1 


1 


59 


well informed 


oonpetent 


& 




2 


58 


ooD^etent 


Mtliip^tip in class 


23 


a; 


2 

f 


58 


enthusiastic in class 


interested in tssflhl^ ‘ 


23 


1 


2 


58 


Interested in teachihg 


open-Ddnded 


23 


1 


5 


57 


open-minded 


resourpeful 


23 


1 


6 


56 


resource^ 


sei^tiYe to the needs 
of students 


23 


1 


7 


55 


seiwitlve to ^e needs 
of students 


^terested in 
ouMj^u^ deveiop^t 


23 


1 


8 


53 


interested in 
ourrioulum development 


scholarly 


21 


9 


8 


53 


scholarly 


asibltlous 


19 


10 


10 


52 


inteffissted in research 


Interested in researoh 


19 


10 ’ 


10 


52 


perfldsstve 


respect^ 


19 


10 


12 


48 


respected 


frtendly 


18 


13 


13 


47 


fkdendly 


progressive 


18 


13* 


14 


45 


authoritarian 

i 


permissive 


13 


15 


15 


44 


progressive 


liked by students 


12 


16 


16 


^3 


liked by studento 

. ■% 


easy grader 


10 


17 


17 


41 


easy grader 


authoritarian 


9 


18 


18 


39. 


» 

anbiHcuys ' * 


eaisy to know 


■ 8 


19 


19 


38 


easy to know 


sociable 


8 


19 


20 


36; 


sociable 
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Table 3 

Bank Order Distributions of In^rtance Batings 
^ by First-Year Teacher Interns 


Fensales 






1 




Males 


' Characteristic 


Freq. 

(Foss. 

49) 


Bank Bank 


Freq* 

(Foss* 

58) 


Characteristic 


sensitive to the needs 
of students 


49 


1 


1 


57 


sensitive to the needs 
of students 


well informed 


^*9 


1 


2 


56 


well informed 


open-minded 


49 


1 


2 


56 


interested in teaching 


i 

' con^etent 


48 


4 


2 


56 


competent 


respected 


48 


4 


5 


54 


open-minded 


. entl^uslastic in' blass 


46 


6 


6 


53 


^thusiastic in class 


resourceful 




7 


7 


49 


resourceful 


interested in teaching 


45 


7 


8 


46 


friendly 


intwested in 
curriculum development 




9 


8 


46 


ambitious 


progressive 


38 


10 


10 


39 


progressive 


scholarly 


37 


11 


11 


38 


scholarly 


friendly 


37 


11 


12 


36 


liked by students 


liked by students 


34 


13 


13 


33 


permissive 


authoritarian 


29 


14 


14 


32 


easy to know 
interested In 


ambitious 


25 


15 


15 


31 


curriculum development 


easy to loicw'' 


23 


16 


16 


29 


authoriatarian “~'“ 


interested in research 


23 


16 


16 


29 


interested in research 


permissive 


19 


18 


18 


27 


sociable 


easy grader 


19 


18 


19 


16 


easy grader 


1 sociable 

1 

Ieric 

1 


15 


20 


20 


13 


respected 



15 



Table 4 

Sumniary of Bank Order Distributions of Importance 
Datings by Male and Female Begular Staff 
and Male and Female) First- Year 
Teacher Interns 



Characteristic 


Ave* 

Bank* 


Bank 
by MS 


Bank 
by FS 


Bank 
by MI 


Bank 
by FI 


well informed 


1 


1 


1 


2 


1 


competent 


2 


2 


1 


2 


4 


sensitive to the needs 


3 


7 


1 


1 


1 


of students 


interested in teaching 


4 


2 


1 


2 


n 

( 


open-minded 


4 


5 


1 


5 


1 


enthusiastic in class 


6 


2 


1 


6 


6 


resourceful 


7 


6 


1 


7 


7 


interested in curriculum 


8 


8 


1 


15 


9 


development 


scholarly 


9 


8 


9 


11 


11 


friendly 


10 


13 


13 


8 


11 


respected 


11 


12 


10 


20 


4 


progressive 


12 


10 


10 


15 


13 


ambitious 


13 


18 


10 


8 


15 


interested in research 


14 


10 


10 


16 


16 


permissive 


15 


10 


15 


13 


18 


liked by students 


16 


16 


16 


12 


13 


authoritarian 


17 


14 


18 


16 


14 


easy to know 


18 


19 


19 


14 


16 


easy graders 


19 


17 


17 


19 


18 


sociable 


20 


20 


19 


18 


20 



o 
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Tables 2, 3i and 4 reveal a hi^ degree of coo^arability among the group 
ratings of the io^rtance of the items in the test. Noteworthy irregularities 
in the overall pattern of similarity are the low ratings of interested in curricu- 
lum development and respected and the relatively high rating of ambitious by the 
male teacher interns; the relatively hi^ rating of respected by female teacher 
interns; the difference between the male staff and the male interns in their 
ratings of ambitious ; and the difference between regular staff and teacher in- 
terns in their ratings of interested in research * 

The results of the study reported thus far were analyzed to find out whether 
or not relationships developed among the scale items for which group ratjjags 
achieved homogeneity, the kinds and degrees of differences revealed by the 
comparisons of group perceptions, and the io^rtance ratings given the test items 
by gr.*oups in the study* The first step in searching for relationships aiDong 
those three main sets of data in the study was to tabulate the number of times 
that group ratings met the standard of homogeneity for each item on the test* 

Table 3 lists the items in order of the number of times, out of a possible six- 
teen, that group responses to them were judged to be homogeneous* 

Table ^ 

Number of Times Group Ratings of Each 
Characteristic Were Homogeneous 

Item 

liked by students 
well informed 
friendly 

interested in teaching 
progressive 
competent 
resourceful 
sociable 
respected 
scholarly 



Number Number 

(Poss* 16) (Fobs* 16) 



16 


ambitious 


13 


16 


open-minded 


13 


13 


enthusiastic in clc^s 


12 


13 


sensitive* * • students 


12 


Ik 


easy to know 


11 


Ik 


easy graders 


9 


Ik 


permissive 


8 


Ik 


int* in curric* dev* 


8 


Ik 


interested in research 


7 


13 


authoritarian 


3 



While several of the characteristics for which group ratings achieved homo- 
geneity relatively few times were low on the list of items ordered by importance 
ratings (Table 4), the opposite situation also existed for some other character- 
istics. The visual comparison did not suggest a correlation between the in^rtance 
of a characteristic to a group and the likelihood that members of a group would 
agree in their perception of that characteristic in others* 

The next step in the analysis involved investigating the question of whether 
or not the number and degree of differences in perceptions among the groups were 
related in a consistent way to the importance ratings of the characteristics. 

Table 6 provides a visual conparison of the following information, the scale items 
ranked in order of average inportancej the numbers of the items when they were 
ranked according to the number of times group responses to them differed (the 
self'imfiige ratings conpared to the ratings of a group by each of- the other three 
groups); -:he frequency with which differences in group ratings occurred for each 
item (a reflection of the number of times that group responses to the items 
achieved homogeneity) ; and the number of times the difference (interval index) 
between group ratings of each item was between .25 and .49, between .50 and .?4, 
and above .75« 
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Table 6 

Number and Degree of Differences Between the 
Ratings of Each Group of Itself and by 
Each of the Three Other Groups 



Item 


Ave* 

imp* 

rtng* 


Rank by 
no* of 
diff. be- 
tween 
rtngs* of 
groups 


No. of 

diff. 

(poss. 

la) 


Diff. 

bet* 

•25— 

. .'^9 


Diff, 

bet* 

•50- 

.74 


Diff, 

•75+ 


well informed 


1 


2 


11 


1 






competent 


2 


12 


7 


2 






sensitive* • . students 3 


10 


8 


1 






int. in teaching 


k 


2 


11 


2 


2 


1 


open-minded 


4 


6 


9 


3 


2 


1 


enthusiastic* • • 


6 


12 


7 


2 


1 


1 


resourceful 


7 


k 


10 


1 


1 


1 


int* curric* dev* 


8 


15 


4 


1 




• 


scholarly 


9 


10 


8 






- • 


friendly ~ 


10 


6 


9 








respected 


11 


6 


9 


3 


2 


1 


progressive 


12 


4 


10 


3 


3 


2 


ambitious 


13 


12 


7 








int* in research 


l4 


18 


1 








permissive 


13 


18 


1 








liked by students 


16 


1 


12 


1 


1 




authoritarian 


17 


20 


0 








easy to know 


18 


15 


4 


2 






easy grader 


19 


17 


2 








sociable 


20 


6 


9 






- 



Ihe numbers in Table 6 appear to lend some support to the idea that a positive 



relationship developed between the number and magnitude of differences in group 
ratings of an item and the relative in^xirtance of the itenu However, the pattern 
of numbers in the table may also be explained as follows; since responses to the 



more important items tended to achieve group homogeneity more often than responses 
to the lees inqportant items, more comparisons between group ratings were possible, 
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creating the possibility that more differences between groups would occur, in- 
creasing the possibility for greater differences in degree to occur# Furthermore, 
it appears likely that a sophisticated test of correlation of the sets of numbers 
in Table 6 would indicate little or no relationship between the importance ratings 
of the itene and the number and magnitude of differences between group ratings of 

the items# 

The figures in Table 6 indicate which characteristics were most often per- 
ceived differently and the extent of the differences in the perceptions among 
groups# The characteristics for which differences in the perceptions among groups 
were greatest in terms of number were liked ^ students , well informed , interested 
in teachinjg, resourceful , and proKressive # Those for which the differences among 
group ratings were greatest in terms of degree were progressive , respected , 
interested in teaching , open-minded , enthusiastic in class , resourceful , and 
liked by students # 

The finding reported earlier that each group thought themselves to be more 
interested in teaching than they perceived any other group to be and that each 
thouj^t every other group was more liked by students than themselves suggested 
another question for investigation. When two groups perceived differences between 
them about the degree of their possession of characteristics, were the importanoB 
ratings of the characteristics related consistently to the comparisons* favoring 
one group or the other? The self-image ratings of each group were compared with 
their ratings of each of the other three groups, and Table 7 was constructed to 
provide a visual comparison of the frequencies with which each group perceived 
that it or one of the other groups possessed the more important characteristics 
to a greater degree# The tabulations were made for differences that were considered 
to be rather clear, that is, for comparisons yielding an interval index of #20 or 



above# 
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Table 2 

iF^requency Tabulation of the Times that a Comparison 
Yielding an Interval Index of .20 or Above on Each 
of the Characteristics Listed in the Order of Their 
Average Importance Favored the Self-Imeige Group or 
the Other Group in a Comparison 



Item 


Comparison 


CoD^arison 


(in order of 


favored the 


favored the 


ave. imp.) 


collective 

self-image 


other group 



well informed xxx 



conqpetent 


XX 


XX 


sensitive. . . students 


xxxx 


X 


interested in teaching 


xxxxxxxxx 




open-minded 


xxxxxxxxx 




enthusiastic. . . 


xxx 


X 


resourceful 


xxxx 


xxx 


int. curric. dev. 


XX 




scholarly 


xxx 


xxx 


friendly 


xxx 


xxxx 


respected 


XX 


xxxxxx 


progressive 


xxxxxxx 


X 


amblt^' MB 


X 


XX 


Interested in research 




X 


per^slve 




X 


liked by students 


X 


xxxxxx 


authoritarian 
easy to know 


XX 




easy graders 




X 


sociable 


xxx 


xxxx 



For seven of the ten most important characteristics, the comparisons favor 
the collective self-image; for seven of the ten least important items, the com- 
parisons favor the other group. While not so clear in the bottom half of the 
tablo as in the top half, the tabulations lend substantial support to the idea 
that Hiere was a tendency among participants in this study to see themselves as 
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possessing the mo:re io^ortant characteristics to a greater degree than they per- 
ceived those characteristics in others, while, on the other hand, the characteris- 
tics perceived by the participants to be possessed in a greater degree by other 
teachers than by themselves tended to be rated lower in importance* 

For the purpose of evaluating the semantic differential and the manner of 
its use in this study as a potential technique for evaluating some dimensions of 
the college teaching internship program, some comparisons were made between ratings 
of regular male steiff, first-year, male interne, and second-year male interns* It 
was hypothesized that, for various reasons, there would be more similarity between 
the ratings of the regular staff and the second-year interns than between the 
ratings of the regular staff and the first-year interns* The hypothesis was 
tested first by coDtparing the average mean responses of each of the three groups 
on the rating rcales for I think I am, male members of the regular instructional 
staff * and female members of the regular instructi onal staff* The hypothesis was 
supported by one comparison, but it was not supported by the other two; further 
tests were thou^^t to be unnecessary* 

Conclusions 

The results of this study seem to support several conclusions* 

(1) The willingness of the participants in the study to check frequently 
the intervals near the ends of the scales (to not overuse the two middle steps) 
of the semantic differential and the frequency with which responses to most scales 
were hoKiogeneous for groups suggest that most of the characteristics chosen for 
the semantic differential were perceived by the participants to be con5>onents of 
the images of teachers in the General College* 

(2) The frequency with which responses to most scales on the semantic 
differential were homogeneous for groups, the frequency with which clearly 
noticeable differences between the ratings of groups occurred, and the number of 

ERJC consistent differences in the perceptions among groups suggest that the teachers 
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k V * . 

characteristics in themselves and in other teachers in the college | into four 
sub-groups; regular male staff, regular female staff, first-year, male teacher 

interns, and first-year, female teacher interns. 

( 3 ) The pages of comparisons between the perceptions of each group with each 
of the other three main groups in the study suggest that, while there is consider- 
able agreement between groups in their perceptions of each other *s possession of 

% 

many characteristics in the test, there are potential sources of misunderstandings 
in communication between the groups in the differences in their perceptions, some 
of the differences occurring between only two groups, others existing across groups. 

(4) The ratings of the importance of the characteristics in the test as items 
to be judged by show, with a few noteworthy exceptions, considerable comparability 
among the groups in the study; and the ratings may provide a rough idea of what, the 
participants in the study believe to be the relative importance of the characteris- 
tics to college teachers. 

(5) Some of the magnitude of the differences in perceptions among groups in 
this study may have been caused in part by a tendency of the participants to per- 
ceive themselves as possessing the more important characteristics to a greater 
degree than they perceived those characteristics in other teachers in the college. 

( 6 ) That the overall professional image that teachers in the General College 
present to each other is favorable is suggested by the consistency with which- -thj 
participants in this study rated groups of teachers in the college on the positive 

sides of the item scales. 



ERIC 



APPiMDIX A 



IerJc 



u 



APP0JDIX A 



GENEEAL DIRECTIONS 

1. Please do not look beyond this page until you are ready to mark 
your responses to the items in the invent ory» 

2* Read the directions at the top of each page biefore marking your 
responses* 

3* Complete the inventory rather rapidly, allowing only one or two 
minutes per paige. 

4. Please respond to all items on every page. 

5* Look neither forward to pages before you are ready to mark them 
nor back at pages you have completed. Do not change any of your 
answers. 

6. Please do not discuss any items with other persons while you are 
engaged in writing your responses. 

7. Your responses on this inventory will remain completely anonymous. 
Your name appears on the return envelope as a means of informing us 
that you have completed and returned the inventory. 

8. We hope that you can find time to con 5 )lete and return the inventory 
by Wednesday, February 28. 



THANK YOU 
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Each item below represents a characteristic that could be used to describe a college 
teacher. For each item, write an X or a check in the box on the scale to re- 
present yourself# Then, in the column to the ri^t, indicate whether or not you 
think the item is important for you to judge yourself by# 



This . item 



I think I am 



friendlyj j j j j 1 P | M £_! friendly 

scholarly! J Qj P j jp| ['J (~j not scholarly 

easy to know| | j I I P 1 1 E] -J easy to know 

ambitious] j p] | J [Pl ] j }_ J not ambitious 

competent] j j [ j J j ! L 1 competent 

interested in rese 5 U 7 ch| j j J | j |^” | j | not interested in research 

enthusiastic in class] j j j ]~ J j j j | j j not enthusiastic in class 

open-minded L J IZl □ U D 1—1 

resourceful i ] i I i i P i I I PH resourcefxil 

authoritarian] pj j j P ( j | j j J not authoritarian 

sociablejpjipi j'”~| P] ['] [P] not sociable 

liked by students* | j j j j | | j | jp j not liked by students 

well informedQipi Q |p] Q p] not well informed 

permissive] j ] J j ~\ ' j j | j j uot permissive 

interested in teachingp]’ pj Q Qj Q Q interested in teaching 
progressivejp] \~\ Q] p] p|' P^j not progressive 

respectedp][ | | j | | j | ) ] not respected 

an easy grader] j | ] p| j j j | | uot an easy grader 



sensitive to the needs] 
of studentsi_ 

interested., ini 
curriculum development! 



QOD 



I 



j not sensitive to the needs 



of students 



li 



] not interested in 
curriculum development 



Imp; Not 
~ ! • Inrp 

r . . .. . _ 



















































































er|c 






t 

if « 



26 



Efeich item below represents a characteristic that could be used to describe a college 
teacher* For each item, write an X or a check ^ in the box on the scale to re- 
nresent female members of the regular instructional staff of the General College. 
Then, in the column to the ri^t, indicate whether or not you think the 
important for those staff members to be judged by. 



Female members of the regular instructional 
staff of the General^ CoU-e ge are; 

friendly]^ ^□□Ljnu not friendly 

scholarlyQ Q i_JO Cl CJ 
easy to know] 1 1 | ]~~ j j | I 1 1 I not easy to know 

-MtiouspnoDaD not ambitious 
competent!^ | [ ] jy~| [ [ | | not competent 

interested in research j'“Q [HO O IH interested in research 

enthusiastic in class j j [ j j j j P”*] not enthusiastic in class 

open-mindedj^J Q. !ZJ C! D D open-minded 
resoui- oefulf^j Q ! J IZl D lI! resourceful 

authoritarian f [ | j 1 1 j j~l j | not authoritarian 

sociable |3| Q C] sociable 

liked by students | | | | | j | | | | 1 not liked by students 

well informed j~n ] | QO D CI3 well-informed 

permissive j j [ Q Q D D permissive 

intjerested in teaching | [ [__ | { j j j | [ [ I interested in teaching 

progressive j' j | j j [ | | 1 j not progressive 

respected-p^ Q j~] |’~j Q] Q not respected 
easy grader fl QQ l] LZ! graders 



sensitive to the needs C ( 
of students | | 

: r 

interested inj j 
curriculum development | i L 










r 1 


IL 


LI 



j I I I not sensitive to the needs 
} I I j of students 



□ 



This item 
is: 



not interested in 
curriculum development 



Imp 


Not 

Imp 






























1 


( 


T 

ri 
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Comparison: Self-images of regular male staff with ratings of regular male staff 
by regular female staff 



M 



Item 



Group ratings of items compared: • M signifies regular male staff 

F signifies ratings of male staff 
*” by female steiff 

friendly 
easy to know 
ambitious 
competent 
open-minded 
resourceful 
sociable 

liked by students 
progressive 
respected 

sensitive to the needs of students 
interested in curriculum development 



1 

2 

1 

1-2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 



1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 



Number of participants: 

M - 12 
F - 5 



Male staff view 
selves as more 



Interval In5>ortance T Female, staff .view Interval Importance 
index rating i%) male staff as index ratling (fO 

-.more 



open-minded 



.88 



F-80 

M-67 



respected 



.82 



.F-IQD 






progressive 



.65 



F-80 

M-64 



competent 






F-lOO 

M-92 



easy to know 



.43 



F-80 

M-67 



friendly 



.23 



F-30 

M-83 



sensitive to the needs 
of students 



.23 



F-lOO 

M-91 



sociable 



.22 



F-20 

M-67 



resourceful 



.18 



interested in curriculum .02 F-lOO 
development M-92 



F-lOO 

M-83 



well informed 



.12 



F-lOO 

1^100 



liked by students .10 



F-50 

M-58 



fc-t- 
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Comparison: Self-images of regular male staff with ratings of regular male staff 
by first-year, male interns 



Group ratings of items compared: signifies male staff 

I signifies male interns 

S I Item. - 



2 2 

1-2 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

2 2 

2 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

2 2 

2 2 


easy to know 
con^etent 

enthusiastic in class 
open-minded 
resourceful 
sociable 

liked by students 
well informed 
interested in teaching 
progressive 
respected 

sensitive to the needs 
of students 


Number of participants: 

S - 12 
1-12 


Male staff view Interval 
solves as wore index 


Importance 
ratings^ (Jl^) 


Male interns view Interval 
staiff as more index 


Importance 

r5.tir.eY?’“?i 


resourceful 


1.09 


1-92 

S-83 


respected .3^ 


1-75' 
S.^'92 " 


interested in teaching ^92 


I-lOO 

S-100 


sociable .09 


1-50 

S-67 


enthusiastic in class .83 


I-lOO 

S-100 


liked by students .08 


1-58 

s-58 


progressive 


.67 


1-67 

S-64 






open-minded 


.58 


1-83 

S-83 






easy to know 


.33 


1-58 

S-67 






sensitive to the needs .33 
of students 


1-92 

S-91 






well informed 


.25 


I-lOO 

S-100 






con^etent 


.17 


I-lOO 

S-92 








No difference: 



friendly 
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Group ratings of items compared: 

S I Item 

1 1 friendly 

2 1-2 easy to know 

1 2 ambitious 

1-2 2 competent 

1 2 enthusiastic in class 

1 2 open-minded 

1 2 resourceful 

2 2 sociable 

2 1 liked by students 

1 1-2 well informed 

1 1 interested in teaching 

1 2 progressive 

2 1 respected 

2 1 sensitive to the needs of students 

1 1-2 interested in curriculum development 



S signifies male st&iff 

I signifies ratings of male 
staff by female interns 

Number of participants: 

S - 12 
I - 10 



Male staff view 
selves as more 


Interval 

index 


In^ortance 
ratings (^) 


Female interns view Interval 
male staff as more index 


In^rtance 
ratingss (%) 


progressive 


.73 


S-64 

1-80 


respected 


.72 


S-92 

I-lOO 


interested in teaching ,64 


S-100 

1-90 


liked by students 


.50 


S-58 

1-70 


enthusiastic in class ,45 


S-100 

I-lOO 


easy to know 


.07 


S-67— 

i-4o 


competent 


.42 


S-92 

I-lOO 


sensitive to the 
needs of students 


.07 


S-91 

I-lOO 


interested in curriculum o42 
development 


S-92 

1-90 


sociable 


.02 


S-67 

1-20 


open-minded 


.38 


S-83 

I-lOO 








well informed 


•18 


S-100 









I-lOO 



resourceful 



• 12 



S-83 

I-lOO 



.07 



S-80 

1-73 



\ 
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Coaiparlson: Self-lmc^es of regular male staff with ratings of regular male staff 

S signifies male staff 

2 signifies male staff ratingss 
of other male staff 

Number of participants: 

S - 12 
0-12 



Kale staff view Interval 

selves as more index 


Inqportance 
ratings ($l() 


Male staff view other Interval Importance 
male staff as more index ratings (^) 


interested in curriculum 
development 


.84 


S-92 

O-lOO 


easy to know 


.37 


S-67 

0-58 


enthusiastic in class 


.58 


S-100 

0-100 


liked by students 


.33 


S-58 

0-75 


interested in teaching 


.50 


S-100 

0-100 


friendly 


.30 


S-83 

0-83 


resourceful 


.47 


S-83 

0-100 


sociable 


.17 


S-67 

0-67 


open-minded 


.33 


S-83 

0-100 


respected 


.09 


S-92 

0-83 


well informed 


.25 


S-100 

0-100 








sensitive to the needs 
of students 


.25 


S-91 

0-100 









No difference: con^etent 



by regular male staff 



Group rating of items compared: 

S 0 Item 

1 1 friendly 

2 1 easy to know 

1-2 2 competent 

1 2 enthusiastic in class 

1 2 open-minded 

1 2 resourceful 

2 2 sociable 

2 2 liked by students 

1 2 well informed 

1 1 interested in teaching 

2 2 respected 

2 2 sensitive to the needs of students 

1 2 interested in curriculua development 



> 
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Con^arlson: Self-Images of regular female staff with ratings of female stsiff by 

regular male staff 



Group ratings of Items compared: 



F 


M 


Item 


1 


2 


friendly 


2 


3 


scholarly 


2 


3 


ambitious 


4 


3-4 


interested in research 


3 


2 


sociable 


3 


2 


liked by students 


2 


1-2 


well informed 


1 


1 


Interested in teaching 


3 


2 


respected 


1 


2 


interested in curriculum 






development 



F signifies female staff 

M signifies male stsiff ratings 
"* of female staff 

Number of participants: 

F- 5 
M-12 



.Female stsuf view 
selves as more 


Interval 

index 


Importance 
ratings (%) 


Male stsiff view 

female staff as 
more 


Interval 
' index 


Inqg^rta 

rmtings 


‘ scholarly 


.52 


F-80 

M-75 


respected 


1.00 


F -80 

•^fe75 


interested in teaching *50 


F-lOO 

M-lOO 


liked by students 


.83 


F-50 

M-75 


friendly 


.25 


F-80 

M-75 


sociable 


.58 


F-=^0 

M-58 


ambitious 


•0? 


F-60 

M-58 


interested in research .20 


F-lOO 

H-92 


=interested in curriculum .02 
development 


F-lOO 

M-92 


well Informed 


.12 


^00 

'4-100 



er|c 



f 



4t 

• % 



ERIC 
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Con^arlflon: SeXf-lmages of regular female ataff with ratings of female staff by 
first-yeary male interns 



Group ratings of items compared: 



5 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1 

3 

2 



XI/ om 



2 

2-3 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1-2 



friendly 

scholarly 

ambitious 

open-minded 

resourceful 

sociable 

liked by students 
well informed 
interested in teaching 
easy graders 

sensitive to the needs of students 



-^-signifies female staff 

I signifies male interns ratings 
" of female staff 

Number of participants: 

S- 5 
I - 10 



Female staff view 
selves as more 



open-minded 
> resourceful 



Interval 

index 



.60 



Importance Male interns view Interval Iiiqportanoe 
ratings (9^) female staff as index ratings 
more 



,60 



interested in teaching .60 



friendly 

scholarly 

ambitious 



.30 

.30 

.'20 



sensitive to the needs .20 
of students 



well informed 



.10 



S-100 

I-lOO 

S-100 

I-80 

S-100 

1-7.00 

S— 8o 
1-70 

S-100 

1-70 

S-6o 

I-8o 

s-100 

I-lOO 

s-100 

I-lOO 



easy graders 



.80 



liked by students «60 



sociable 



.50 



_S-60 

"I-^ 

-S-5Q=: 

1 - 60 " 

S-10 

I-^ 



Comparison: Self-images of regular female staff with ratings of regular female 
staff by first-year, female interns 

Group ratings of items compared: S signifies female staff 



S I Item 

2 2 ambitious 

2 2 resourceful 

3 2 sociable 

3 2 liked by students 

2 2 well informed 

^ 3 permissive 

1 1 Interested in teaching 

2 3 progressive 

2 1 sensitive to the needs of students 



I signifies ratings of female 
staff by female Intezus 

Number of participants: 

S - 5 
1-9 



Female staff view . 


Interval 


Importance 


Female interns view 


Interval In^rtance 


selves as more 


index 


Katings {%) 


female staff as more 


index 


ratings (%) 


“■"interested in teaching *58 


S-100 


sociable 


.67 


-5S-20 






I-lOO 






1^22 


resourceful 


M 


S-100 


liked by students 


.67 


S-50 






I-lOO 






1-56 


ambitious 


.18 


s-6o 


permissive 


.29 


S-^KD 






1-56 






I-^ 


well informed 


•02 


S-100 


sensitive to the needs 


.22 


S-100 






I-lOO 


of students 




I-lOO 



» 

• • 



f 



I 
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Comparison: Self-images of regular female staff with ratings of regular female 
staff by regular female staff “ 



Group ratings of items compared: 

S 0 Item 

1 2 friendly 

2 2 scholarly 

2 2 ambitious 

^ 2 interested in research 

2 3 open-minded 

3 3 sociable 

3 2 liked by students 

2 1 well informed 

^ 3 permissive 

1 1 interested in teaching 

2 2 progressive 

3 ^ easy graders 

2 2 sensitive to the needs of students 



S signifies female staff 

0 signifies ratings of other female 
by female staff ~ 

Number of participants: 

S - 5 
0-3 



Female staff view Interval 

selves as more index 


Importance 
ratings (^) 


Female staff view 
other female staff 
as more 


Interval 

index 


Importance 
ratings (%) 


friendly 


•60 


S-80 

0-80 


interested in research .6o ~ 


S-100 

0-80 


open-minded 


.60 


S-100 

0-100 


liked by students 


.60 


S-30 
0— 60 


sensitive to the needs 
of students 


.60 


S-100 

0-100 


ambitious 




S-60 

0-80 


interested in teaching 




S-100 

0-100 


well informed 




s-100. 

0-100 








permissive 




S-iK) 

0-60 








scholarly 


.20 


s-100 

0-80 








sociable 


.20 


S-20 

0-^ 








progressive 


.20 


S-8o 

0-80 




No difference: 


easy graders 








f 

• % 
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Comparison: Self-images of first-year, male interns with ratings of first-year, 

male interns by regular aal6*staff 



Group ratings of items compared: 

I S Item 

1 1 friendly 

2 2 scholarly 

1-2 1 competent 

1 2 enthusiastic in class 

1 2 open-minded 

1 2 sociable 

2 2 liked by students 

2 2 well Informed 

1 2 interested in teaching 

1-2 2-3 progressive 

2 2 respected 



I signifies male interna; 

S signifies ratings of male 
"" interns by male staff 

Number of participants: 

1-12 
S - 12 



Male interns view Interval Importance 
selves as more index ratings {%) 



enthusiastic in class *30 



open-minded 



.50 



interested in teaching .33 



sociable 
respected 
progressive 
well informed 



-.25 

'.25 

•l6 

•08 



S-92 

1-92 

b-lOO 

I-lOO 

S-100 

1-92 

S-58 

I-5C 

S-83 

1-7$ 

S-75 

1-67 

s-ioo 

1-83 



Male staff view Interval Importance 
male interns as: index ratings 

more 



scholarly 



coQ^etent 



.25 



.20 



liked by students .08 



S-100 

1-58 

S-100 

1-92 

S-92 

1-50 



er|c 



No difference: 



friendly 



4 

• » 
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Cooqparison: Self-images of first-year , male interns with ratings of first-year, 
male interns by regular female stsiff 



Group ratings of items compared: 

I S Item 

1 2 friendly 

• 2 2 scholarly 

1 3 open-minded 

2 1 resourceful 

1 3 sociable 

2 2 liked by students 

2 2 well informed 

1 2 interested in teaching 

1-2 2 progressive 

2 3 respected 



I signifies male interns 

S signifies ratings of male 
interns by female staff 

Number of participants: 

1-12 
S - if 



Male interns view . 
selves as more 


Interval. 

index 


Importance 
ratings (%) 


Female staff view 
male interns as 
more 


Interval 

index 


Importance 

ratings 


open-minded 


1.08 


S-100 

I-lOO 


scholarly 


.58 


S-100 

1-58 


friendly 


.75 


S-75 

I-lOO 


resourceful 


.33 


S-100 

1.83 


sociable 


.75 


S-25 

1-30 


well informed 


.17 


S-100 

1-83 


respects 


.67 


?3-75 

1-75 






_ . 


liked by students 


.42 


S-30 

1-50 








interested in teaching •33.‘ 


S-100 

1-92 








progressive 


«33 


s-75 

1-67 









o 



I 

♦ ♦ 
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Comparison: Self-images of first-year, male interns with ratings of male interns 
by first-year, female interns 



Group ratings of items compared: 

M .P Item 

1 1 friendly 

2 2-3 scholarly 

1-2 2 conpetent 

1 1-2 enthusiastic in class 

2 2 resourceful 

1 2‘. sociable 

2 2 liked by students 

2 1 well informed 

1 1 interested in teaching 

1-2 2 progressiye 

2 1-2 respected 

2 1-2 sensitive to the needs of students 



H signifies male interns 

F signifies ratings of male 
"" interns by femeJe _igterns 

Number of participants: 

M - 12 

F - 11 > ^ 



Male interns view 
selves as more 


Intervtil 

index 


Inportance 
ratings (^) 


Female interns view Interval 
male interns as index 

more 


Inport ance 
ratings (9^) 


resotirceful 


.52 


M-83 

F-90 


scholarly 


.33 


M-58 

F-80 


competent 


.30 


M-92 

F-lOO 


progressive 


.22 


M-67 

F-80 


sociable 


.30 


M-50 


well informed 


.17 


M-83 

F-lOO 


enthusiastic in class *08 


m-92 

F-90 


interested in teaching 


.12 


M-92 

F-90 


friendly 


.05 


M-lOO 

F-80 


respecu^d 


.08 


M-75 

F-lOO 








sensitive to the needs 
of students 


.08. 


M-lOO 

F-lOO 








liked by students 


.03 


M-50 

F-80 



spss&aSES 
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Comparison: Self-images first-year, male interns with ratings of male interns 
by first-yeai', male interim 



Group ratings of items cougar ed: 

I 0 Item 

1 2 friendly 

2 3 scholarly 

1-2 2 conqpetent 

1 2 open-minded 

2 2 rssourceful 

1 2 sociable 

2 2 liked by students 

2 2 well informed 

1 2 interested in teaching 

1-2 2 progressive 

2 2 respected 



I signifies male interns ratings 
"" of selves 

0 signifies male interns ratings 
~ of other male interns 

Number of participants: 

1-12 

0-12 



Male interns view 
selves as more 


Interval 

index 


Importance 
ratings (%) 


Male interns view 
other male interns 
as more 


Interval In^rtance 
index ratings (^) 


friendly 


.92 


I-lOO 

0-73 


well informed 


.09 1-83 

0-100 


resourceful 


.67 


1-83 

0-83 


scholarly 


.08 1-58 

0-67 


interested in teaching *38 


1-92 

0-100 






open-minded 


.30 


I-lOO 

0-92 






sociable 


.30 


1-30 

0u30 






liked by students 


.34 


1-30 

0-75 






respected 


.34 


1-73 

0-83 






cou^etent 


.33 


1-92 

0-100 






progressive 


.16 


1-67 







0-73 




Comparison: Self-images of first-year, female interns with ratings of first-year, 
female interns by regular male steiff 



Group ratings of items compared: 
I S Item 



I signifies female interns 
S signifies male staff 



2 1 f^'iendly 

2 2 scholarly 

2 2 enthusiastic in class 

1 2 open-minded 

2 2 resourceful 

2 2 liked by students 

2 2 well Informed 

1 2 interested in teaching 

1 3 progressive 

2 2 respected 

2 2-3 Interested in curriculum development 



Number of participants: 



I - 11 
S - U 



Fenald intoru viw Inportanco Maid staff view Interval Ingsortance 

iselVM as more index ‘ ratings (51^) female interns as index ratings (9^) 



open-minded 1*10 


S-100 

I-lOO 


Interested in teaching 


.99 


S-100 

1-91 


progressive 


.91 


S-ICX) 

1-73 


Interested in curriculum 
development 




S-91 

1-73 


well informed 


.37 


88 


scholarly 


.27 


S-82 

1-91 


enthusiastic in class 


.18 


S-100 

1-91 



more 






friendly 




S— 82 
1-64 


liked by students 


.18 


s-64 

1-73 

1 


resourcefxil 


.10 


S-100 

1-82 


competent 


.09 


s-100 

I-lOO 



No difference: 



respected 



I 



kl 






Comparison: Self-images of first-year, female interns with ratings of first-year, 

female interns by regular female staff 



Group ratings of items con^ared: 

1 S Item 

2 1 friendly 

2 2 scholarly 

2-3 2 ambitious 

2 2 competent 

2 1 enthusiastic in class 

1 2 open-minded 

2 1 resourceful 

2 2 liked by students 

2 2 well informed 

1 1 interested in teaching 

1 2 progressive 

2 2 respected 

2 2 sensitive to the needs of students 



^ signifies female interns 

S signifies ratings of female 
interns by female staff 

Number of participants: 

I - 11 
S - 4 



^’emale interns view 
] elves as more 



Interval Importance 
index ratings (^) 



Female staff view 
interns as more 



Interval Importance 
index ratings (^) 



)pen-mlnded 


.80 


S-lOO 

I-lOO 


resourceful 


1.30 


S-100 

1-92 


jrogressivo* 


.49 


S-75 

1-73 


enthusiastic in class 


.68 


S-100 

1-91 


sensitive to the needs 
of students 


.48 


S-100 

I-lOO 


ambitious 


.48 


S-75 

1-45 


nterested in teaching 


.13 


S-100 

1-91 


L..'iendly 


.43 


S-75 

1-64 


'•cholarly 


.05 


S-100 

1-91 


liked by students 


.20 


S-50 

1-73 



respected .20 S-75 

1-91 

competent .18 S-75 

1-^15 

.18 S-100 

I-lOO 



well informed 



r 






Comparleon: Self«*inages of first-year^ female Interns with ratings of female 
interns by first-year, male interns 



Group ratings of items compared: 

£ M Item 

2 1 friendly 

2 2 scholarly 

2-3 2 ambitious 

2 2 coD^tent 



2 


2 


enthusiastic in class 


1 


2 


open-minded 




2- 


2 


resourceful 




2 


1-2 


liked by students 


2 


2 


well informed 




1 


1 


interested, in teaching 


1 


2 


progressive 




! 2 


2 


respected 




3 


3 


easy graders 




2 


1 


sensitive to the needs ; 


Female 


interns view Interval 


Inporta 


selves 


as more index 


ratings 


open-minded 


.97 


F-lOO 








M-92 


progressive 


.51 


F-73 








H-67 


interested in teaching .3® 


F-91 








H-92 


well Informed 


.24 


P-100 








M-lOO 


sensitive to the needs «l6 


F-100 


of students 


M-lOO 


scholarly 


.12 


F-91 








»-58 



F signifies female interns 

M signifies ratings of female 
interns by male interns 

Number of participants: 

F - 11 
M - 12 



more 

ambitious 

liked by students 

friendly 

resourceful 

respected 

easy graders 



competent 



48 


F-^ 

M-67 




F-73 


43 


F-64 

f^75 


38 


F-82 

JM-83 


28„_. 


F-91 


19 


F-36 

M-33 


07 


F-100 

Ur-100 


01 


F-91 

M-83 




enthusiastic in class 



Comparison: Self-images of first-year, female interns vdth ratings of female 

interns by first-year, female interns 



Group ratings of items coopared: 

1 0 Item 

2 2 friendly 

2‘; 3 scholarly ^ 

2-3 2 ambitious 

2 2 con^etent 

2 2 enthusiastic in class 

1 ■ 1 open-minded 

2 2 resourceful 

2 2 liked by students 

2 2 well informed 

1 1 interested in teaching 

2 2 respected 

3 2 easy graders 

2 1 sensitive to the needs of students 



I signifies first-year, female 
~ interns 

0 signifies ratings of female 
~ interns by first-year, female 
interns 

Clumber of participants: 

I - 11 
0-9 



Female interns view Interval 
selves as more index 


Importance 
ratings (^) 


Interested in teaching 


.41 


1-91 

0-89 


scholarly 


.34 


1-64 

0-89 


open-minded 


.33 


I-lOO 

0-100 


competent 


.26 


I-lOO 

0-100 


enthusiastic in class 


.04 


1-91 

0-89 


well informed 


.04 


I-lOO 

0-100 



Female interns view 
other female interns 
as more 


Interval 

index 


Importance 
ratings {%) 


resourceful 


.sa- - 


-^-82 

0-8q 


easy graders^ 


.47 


1-64 

0-33 


ambitious 


.17 


I-^ 

0-56 


friendly 


.07 


1-64 

0-89 


sensitive to the needs .03 
of students 


I-lOO 

0-100 


liked by students 


.01 


1-73 

0-67 


respected 


.01 


1-91 

0-100 



